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i. A gubstantial majority of cotton farmers favar the general objastive ef 
Faiging more of thelr living at bome. There is considerable evidenss 
that "live-at~home" ig 2 goal whieh ig almost as popular auoag these 
farmers as %g011 conservation,* githough of sours asrtain areas and oer 
tain groups of farmers ere more concerned with it than ethers, (Ses p. & 
for details) " 

8. Although e majority of farmars favor the ebjactive of inersaned “live-at- 
home" they seo certain difficulties in attaining 1%. Their aomments indi 
cate a rather widespread if somewhat vesgue fesling that the traditional 

approach of relying largsly tpon education and exhortation will net ses 

results. Instead, what seams called for is 2 ferthright and skillful 
attach upon certain fundamental ebstacles. Farmers mentioned the felloy- 

ing difficulties most frequently: 3 


& A program with mora emphasis on live-at-home would arouse 
\/ oppo wi opposition from landlords (See py. 4-5) 
a rc a oll 

% It would further reduce sash inocnas: woaioh are already tec 

lew, (Seep. 5) 


6. it would rs more Gapital ov 48 avellable to saalt 
farmers tenants. (See p. 5) 


Semnl.a 


These tabulations are based on 353 interviews with sotten farmers, The 
4aterviewing was done between November 55, 1940 and February Si, 1f4l. 
The fellewine seven statea were vigliteds 


Texas Mi sei eeippi 
Oki ghoma SLabama, 
Arkensas Georgia 
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Introdue tory Hote 


‘This is the second of a series of reports dealing with farmers’ 
reactions to the AAA progrem.and to the possibility of shanging it to 
Si® present conditions. 


Por many years end particularly sinee the eollapse of the cotton 
export market there has been\disoussion of the need for sneaureging cat= 
ton farmers to raise more of their food ani feed at home, Fhe preacnt 
Triple-A program hes mede substantial progress in this direstion but 
there is general agreement that more needs te be done, Thie repert pre- 
sents some resetions of cotton farmers to this live-at~-home probien, 


In order te previde some foous for these reactions it was necessary 
te agree on some suggested pregrem ehanges with the objective of stimus 
lating more iive-at-home whieh eould be deseribed te farmers, Making 
such ¢hanges ia of course an extremely difficult ang somplisated problem. 
Aiso a program with more emphasie on live-at-home would nesvssarily vary 
4m the different sub-regions of the eotton belt, Censeguentiy, the four 
peints whieh were finally selected for the purposes af this study in ma 
sense represent a preposed “best way” to more live-at-home but were 
developed as a etimulue to get at the farmers' state of mind om this 
problem, These four peints whieh will be referred to briefly as the 
“suggested liveeat~-home program” were as follows: 


1. Farmers would be required to carry sut a farm plan providing 
for home production of feed and feed, 


2. In this plan provision would be made for the diversion of 
some cotton acereage=-perhaps one to tem acres. Thus, asreaze 
planted to eotten would be leas than present allotments, 


3, If both of these requirements were met, tetal benefit pay- 
ments would remain at about the same level as at present, 
If the farmer feiled te follow a Aive-at~-home program no pay~ 
ments would be made. 


45 The feod end fecd produced on the diverted sereage could not 
be marketed commercially. 


I, Attitudes of sotton farmers toward the “suggested” live=at-home program. 


One-fourth of the farmers interviewed were strongly favorable ta 
such a program. One-third liked the idea of more living at home 
but had reservations about working out a program which would 
eccomplish it successfuliy. Somewhat over one~fourth were un- 
favorable to the “suggested liveeat-home program. 


Strongly favorable 28% 
Likes idea of more liveeat=-home; 
has gualifigations about the 


"suggested" program 34 
Unfavorable 2s 
Undevided 12 

100% 
Ne, of farmers giving answers 322 


Il, Farmers’ preferences as betwoen the present AAA eotton program and 
an amended pregram emphasizing live-at-home, 


Wnen farmers were agked to make g eholce between these fwo 
progrens, neither one proved substentieliy more popular then 
the other, Over onesthird gave no clear indication as to which 
progrem they preferred, 


Prefer live-at~home to present program 52% 
p prog 


Prefer present program to livecat-home ao 

Don't know or no clear preference given $9 
160% 

Ne. of farmers giving ansyers 257 


III, Favoreble eomnents by farmers on changes to encourage ilive=-at-home,. 
A. Most frequent favorable eomment 


1, Meh the most frequent favorable eomment mads by 
farmers was that liveeat-home changes would meke 
farmers better offeowould improve their level of 
Living. 


2. A sizable number of those mentioning thie point 
fogussed it specifically op the improvement in 
living levels that would be received by tenants 
and share oroppers. 


iV, 


B. Gther favorable comments 
Less frequent coments were as folliews: 


1. Putting ean indusement like payments on living at 
home is the only way to get farmers to do it, 


2, These changes nould encourage a further reduction 
of eotton acreage and more soil eonservation. 


3, These changes would enabie lendlords to out down 
on the expense of “furnishing” tenants. 


Comments indieating eriticisams of or reservations about Live-at-home 
ehenges in the ASA program. 


A, Reservations by tenants beesuse af expeeted opposition by 
Lendiords , 


While they were generally in fevor of the idea of more 
living at home, many tenants and shearesroppers seemed 
to feel that these ehanges might not be successful 
because of opposition by lewilordsa. They mentioned the 
following as reesons for oppesition by lendlords: 


1. The landlord would oppoge it unisss he was con 
pemsated for his loss of income from sotton dus 
to the diversion of aeréege. 


2. Landierds might not give tenants and sreppers 
time to work the garden ami tend to the stock 
when Shey needed it, They wouldn’t ront toa 
eroppers unleas they spent all of their tims 
working cotton. They wouldn't take garden 
products for rent. 


&. Landierds den’? want Negroes to have their own 
gardens end livestock, They want to eontimue 
to meke money on furnishing eroppers,. 


4, Landierda would oppose it because it would oost 
them money to furnish tenants with land for 
pasture and a garden and equipment and iivestosk 
te enable them to vertisipate in this program. 


6. Sueh a progrem would not werk unless the Govern= 
ment supervised it to see chat lendlords allowed 
tenants to participate ant to carry out live=-at- 
hom practices. 
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B. Opposition by landlords kecause of expected effects of 
these ehanges on the tenant situation. 


Large lend owners generally opposed these changes 
because of the following reasons: 


4. Negro tenants would net garden and eould not 
be made to. 


2, This program would eause difficuities in 
supervising and fursishing tenanta. 


3. It takes the Puli time of lahor to work a 
eotton erop, 


C, Reservations dealing with the problem of obtaining suf- 
Ficient eash ineome and eupital under such « live-at-home 
progr eh, 


1. Farmer must be compensated for the loss of esah 
ineome due to diversion of octton acreage, 
Farmer oan"t get along on lesa eash, 


2. The Government should provide the capital 
expenditures for fencing, livestesk, eguipment, 
ete.--needed to gat started. 


3, The farmer mist be allowed te sell eraps from 
the diverted aeres eo as to keep up his cash 
iugome . 


D, Reservations by farmers in ereas already having seme 
diversifieation who would not expeet te benefit much from 
euch @ progren. 


In sertein seetions of the sotten beit farmera slready 
reise a substantial portion of their living at home or 
as much of it ae they can. Also, eortain areas have 
developed some cash ineome from erope other than oatton, 
Many Permers in these areas opposed the changes or rere 
lukewarm towerd them for the followlng reesons: 


1, Parmer feels that he already raises all of the 
living at home thet he needs or thet he can 
raise. 


&, Theae ehanges would foster a shift to enterprises 
other than cotton and would increase the competition 
ef these whe ure slready engaging in them now, 
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E. Miseelianeous comments indicating reservations about 
asmnini stration. 


1. 


3. 


te 


VY, Farmers’ reaetions 
changes. 


Wants to make sure he eontinues to get benefit 
payments--afraid any shenge might result in 
loss of payments, . 


Sueh @ program would be difficult te admini stere- 
might not be prectical. 


Restrictions and reguiatione must not be so strict 
that farmers cannot comply. 


Sueh a program would be too sostly to the 
Government. 


to possibie displacement under such live-at=home 


Farmers answered the queation: “Would landlords allow their tenants 
to stay on under this kind of prozrem?” as folicwe: 


fes 33% 
It wouic depend on the inducements 
to the lanudier’ 29 
No 23 
Don't know 48 
100% 
No, of farmers answering 187 


